^- ' 08-08-2005 01 :11PM FROIihGatss ( Cooper LLP -^13106418798 T-071 P. 004 F-279 

' RECEIVED 

CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



AUG 0 8 2005 Due Date: August 8, 2005 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



In re Application of: 

Inventor: Brian J. Wasserman et al. 

Serial #: 10/016,452 

Filed: December 10, 2001 

Title: DYNAMIC EVENT SELECTION FOR 
FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A 
RELATIONAL DATABASE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 



Examiner: Andrew J. Rudy 
Group Art Unit: 3627 
Appeal No,: 



BRIEF OF APPELLANTS a, ^-^A* 

MAIL STOP APPEAL BRIEF - PATENTS "* ^Off^ 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria. VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In accordance with 37 CFR §41.37, AHiellants' attorney berdby submits flie Brief of 
Appellants on appeal &om the final rejection in the above-identified application as set forth in 
the Office Action dated March 8, 2005. 

Please charge the amount of $500.00 to cover fhe required fee for filing this Brief as set 
forth under 37 CFR §41.20(bX2) to Deposit Account No. 14-0225 of NCR Corporation, the 
assignee of the present application. Also, please charge any additional fees or credit any 
overpayments to D^osit Account No, 14-0225. 

L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in inter^t is NCR Corporation, the assignee of ±e present application. 



08/10/2005 FFAHAEIA 00000035 140ESS 10016452 
01 FC:1402 500.00 Dfl 



30145.4ig.US.Ul 



PA6E4/15'RCVDAT8»54:55:20PM[EasteniDayiightTinK]'SV]lUSPT(^^^ 



08-08-2005 01:11PM 



FROM-Gatas & Cooper LLP 



RECEIVES' 



T-071 P. 003 



F-278 



CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



AUG 0 8 2005 



Due Date; August 8, 2005 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Applicant: 
Serial No.: 
Filed; 
Tide: 



Brian J. Wassennan et al. Exanuncr! Andrew J, Rudy 

1 0/0 1 6,452 Group Art Unit; 3627 

December 10, 2001 Docket: 9618 

DYNAMIC EVENT SELECTION FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A RELATIONAL 
DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 



CERTIFICATE OP MAILING OR TRANSMISSION UNDER 37 CFR I ^ 



I hereby cernfy that this coircspondcncc \$ bcfns filed via fjtcsiTnilc tiuismis^ionto Uib U.S. Paion imd IVademailc Office 

on Au gTist R. 2fX)S . / / 




MAIL STOP APPEAL BRIEF - PATENTS 
Conmiissioner fbi Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Wc arc iraiisniitting herewith the attached: 

IS Tiansmittal sheet, in duplicate, containing a Certificate of Mailing or Transmission under 37 CFR 1.8. 
IS Briefof Appclla2it(s). 

IS Charge the Fee fbr the Brief of AppeIIans(s> in the amount of $500.00 to Ae Deposit Account. 



Please consider this a PETITION FOREXTENSION OF TIME for a sufiident number of months to enter these 
papers, if appropriate« 

Please charge all fees to Deposit Account No« 14-0225 of NCR Corporation (the assignee of the present applicarion). A 
duplicate of this paper is enclosed. 



Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suit© 1050 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 
(310)641-8797 



GATES & COOPER LLP 




Reg. No.: 33,500 
GHG/amb 



G&C 30145.419-US-Ol 



PA(£3/15'RCVDAT8mS4:5S:20PM[EastemDayfightTi^^^ 



08-08-2005 01:10PM .FROM-Gatas t Cooper LLP 



+13106418798 



T-071 P.001 F-Z79 



RECEIVED 

* C r> ^ CENTRAL PAX CENTER 

Gates & Cooper ^ g 

Ho^v^ard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angdes, California 90045 

FAX TRANSMISSIQTNJ TO USPTQ 



TO: Commissioner for Patents 

Attn: Exammei: Andrew J. Rudy 
Parent Examining Corps 
Facsimile Center 
Alexandra. VA 22313-1450 



FROM: George H, Gates 

OURREF.: 9618 
TCLEPHONE: (310) 642-4146 



Total pages, indiidictg cover letter: 

FTO FAX NUMBER: 571-273-8300 

If you do NOT tecehre aE of the pages, please telephone us ac (310) 64l-8797» oc ^ us at 
(310) 641-8798. 



Ude of Docutneat 
Transmitted: 


TItANSMITTAL DOCUMENTS, BRIEF OF APPELLANTS AND 
AUTHORIZATION TO CHARGE THE DEPOSIT ACCOUNT 
IN THE AMOUNT OF $500.00 


Applicant: 


Bmn J. Wass''"Ti?>r' et aL 


Semi No.: 


10/016,452 


Filed; 


December 10, 2001 


Gtoup Att Unit 


3627 


Tide: 


DYNAMIC EVENT SELECTION FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING 
IN A RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 


CKir Ref. No.: 


9618 



Please charge all fees to Deposit Account No, 14-0225 of NCR Corporation, the assignee of the 
present application. 



N^gAe: George H. Gates 



Reg. No.: 33,500 



I hereby certify that this paper k bdng transmitted by facsimile to the U.S, Patent and Trademark 
OfEce on die date shown below- - 

Signature / j Date 




GHG/amb 



G(StC30l45.4l9-US-Ol 



PAGE 1/15 ' RCVD AT 81812005 4:55:20 PM [Eastern DayOght T^^^^ 



• ' 08-06-2005 01:11PM FROM-Gatas & Cooper LLP 



+13108418788 



T-B71 P. 005/01 5 F-279 



n. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERf ERENCES 

There are related {^peals in the following co-pending and commonly-assigned patent 
applications: 

Application Serial No. 10/016.779. entitled *'PARALLEL SELECTION PROCESSING 
FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGENffiNT 
SYSTEM." filed on December 10. 2001. by Brian Wasseiman. attorney's docket number 9620 
(30145.416US01); 

Application Serial No. 09/943,059, filed on August 21, 2001, by Paul H. Phibbs, Jr.. 
entitled ALLOCATED BALANCES IN A NET INTEREST REVENUE IMPLEMENTATION 
FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM, attorney's docket number 9512 (30145.405USU1); 

Application Serial No. 09/608,355, filed on June 29, 2000, by George R. Hood et al., 
entitled ADVANCED AND BREAKTHROUGH NET tNTTEREST REVENUE 
IMPLEMENTATION FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A RELATIONAL DATABASE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, attorney's docket number 9006 (30145.401US01>; 

Application Serial No. 09/610,646, filed on June 29, 2000, by George R. Hood et al, 
entitled BASIC AND INTERMEDIATE NET INTEREST REVENUE IMPLEMENTATIONS 
FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM. axbcimcy*8 docket number 8980 (3014S.397US01); 

Application Serial No. 09/608,682, filed on June 29, 2000, by George R. Hood, entitled 
RISK PROVISION IMPLEMENTATION FOR FINANCIAL PROCESSING IN A 
RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, attorney's docket number 901 1 
(30145.392US01); and 

Application Serial No. 09/608,681 , filed on June 29, 2000, by George R. Hood et aL, 
entitled OTHER REVENUE IMPLEMENTATION FOR FINANCL\L PROCESSING IN A 
RELATIONAL DATABASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, attorney's docket number 9015 
(30145.391US01). 
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m. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the application. 
Claims 8-21 have been withdrawn. 

Claims 1-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatmtable over Price et al.» 
"College Accounting, Sevendi Edition/' (Price) in view of Official Notice. 
Claims 1-7 are being appealed. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments have been made subsequent to the final Office Action. 

V. SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

Appellants* invention, a$ recited in independent claim 1, is generally directed to a method 
for performing financial processing in a computer. The method of claim 1 selects accounts and 
events from a database through a selector function, wherein the selector function uses one or 
more selection criteria to detemiine which accounts and events should be selected and the 
selector function selects the accounts according to one or more specified attributes of the selected 
events. The method of claim 1 then performs one or more profitabiHiy calculations in the 
computer using attributes of the accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations use 
one or more rules ^plied to flie attributes. 

With regard to the claims, Appellants' attorney requests that the Board refer to the 
specification generally. Specific portions of the specification that directly relate to the claims on 
appeal include: 

(a) at page 3, lines 13-19; 

(b) at page 4, lines 9-15; 

(c) at page 6, line 5 through page 7, line 24, and in FIG. 1 as reference number 1 06; 

(d) at page 7, line 27 through page 12, line 2, and in FIG. 2 as reference numbers 200- 

214; 

(e) at page 12, line 5 through page 18, line 8, and in FIG. 3 as reference numbers 300- 
302, 202, 204 and 1 12A-E; and 
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(f) at page 1 8. line 15 through page 19. line 28. and in HG, 4 as reference numbers 400- 

426. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1. Whether claims 1-7 are obvious under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) over Price et al., 
"College Accounting, Seventh Edition," (Price) in view of Official Notice, 

Vn. ARGUMENTS 

A. The Office Action Rei ections 

In paragraph (2) of the Office Action, claims 1-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Price et al„ "College Accounting. Seventh Edition," OPrice) in view 
of Official Notice. 

Appellants' attorney respectfully traverses these rejections. 

B. Appellants^ Independent Claims 

As noted above, Appellants' independent claim 1 is generally directed to a mediod of 
performing financial processing in a computer. The method of claim 1 comprises the steps of: 

(a) selecting accounts and events from a database through a selector function, wherein the 
selector fimction uses one or more selection criteria to determine which accounts and events 
should be selected and the selector fimction selects the accounts according to one or more 
specified attributes of the selected events; and 

(b) performing one or more profitability calculations in the computer using attributes of 
tiie accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations use one or more rules applied to 
the attributes. 

C. The Price Reference 

Price is a college accounting texti^ook that describes accounting concepts and principles. 
The portions cited describe analyzing business transactions including the accounting cycle, 
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accounting for assets and liabilities including accounts receivable and uncollectible accounts, and 
responsibility and cost accounting including departmentalized profit and cost centers. 

D. Arprnmentg Directed To The First Grounds for Rejection: Whether C iaitna 1 -7 Are 
Obvious Under 35 U.S.C. §l03fa-> Over Price In V iew Of OfScial Notice. 
L Claim 1 

The Appellants' invention, as recited in independent claim 1 is patentable over ±e 
references, because it contains limitations not taught by the references. Specifically, the 
references do not teach or suggest the specific combination of limitations found in Appellants' 
independent claim I ♦ 

The Office Action, however, asserts the following: 

2. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U,S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Price in view of Official Notice. 

Applicant is directed towards the previous Office Action mailed April 30, 
2004, AppeUants' July 30, 2004 REMARKS have been reviewed, but are not 
convincing. The selector function is fully encompassed by the Official Notice 
given in the previous Office Action. That i$ "performing financial processing 
using computer software is common knowledge in the art" includes a selector 
function. Applicant does not traverse the Official Notice. Thus, Applicant admits 
it 

The term ^selector fimction" is extremely broad is scope and content and 
does not obviate the combination reference. Likewise, the selection criteria, 
events, accounts and screening rules referenced by .^iplicant provide no line of 
demarcation over the elements disclosed by Price, in view of Official Notice. 

The previous Office Action mailed April 30, 2004 asserted the following: 

Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as bemg unpatentable 
over Price et al. "College Accounting, Seventh Edition" (hereafter *Trice") 

Price discloses event attributes, e.g. pgs 28-41, 529,531, 966-982 (Fig, 27- 
5), a method measuring profit based on the factors of net interest revenue, other 
revenues (Fig. 27-5, line 4, "Operating Revenues"), direct expenses (Fig, 27-5, 
line 22, "Direct Expenses"), indirect expenses (Fig. 27-5, line 30> ^Indirect 
Expenses"), and risk (Fig. 27-5, line 6, ^Tess Sales Returns and Allowances"), all 
set up to take advantage of flexible business tides. 

OfBcial Notice is taken that performing financial processing using 
computer software is common knowledge in the art. 
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To have provided a method of perfonning profitability calculations using 
attributes of account and events using software for a computer measuring profit 
based on the factors of net interest revenue, other revenues, direct expenses, 
indirect expenses and risk, all set up to take advantage of flexible business rules 
the business rules to calculate known variations of one of the attribute factors, e,g. 
net interest revenue, would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
Doing such would incoxporate common knowledge data along with common 
knowledge software. 

Appellants^ attorney respectfully disagrees. 

Neither Price nor Official Notice teach or suggest the claimed elements of "selecting 
accounts and events from a database through a selector function, wherein the selector function 
uses one or more selection criteria to determine which accounts and events should be selected 
and the selector fimction selects the accounts according to one or more specified attributes of the 
selected events,'' and ^'performing one or more profitability calculations in the computer using 
attributes of the accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations use one or more rules 
applied to the attributes." 

Instead, Price merely refers generally to accounting systems, but not the selector fimction 
elements of Appellants' claims. Indeed, the Office Action itself only generally refers to Price, 
but does not cite any location in Price for the recited selector function, the use of selection 
criteria to determine which accounts and events should be selected, the selection of accounts 
according to one or more specified attributes of the selected events, and performance of 
profitability calculations using attributes of the accounts and events, as weU as the use of rules 
applied to the attributes, because there is nothing in Price tiiat refers to such elements. 

Moreover, Official Notice merely states that performing financial processing 
using computer software is common knowledge in the art. However, notwithstanding the 
erroneous assertions in the most current Office Action, that the selector function is fWly 
encompassed by the Official Notice given in the previous Office Action, nothing in the 
Official Notice teaches or suggests a selector function as recited in Applicant's claims. 

Appellants' claimed invention provides operational advantages over the system disclosed 
in Price and the assertions related to the Official Notice, Price reflects an outdated approach to 
accounting systems, while the Official Notice merely states that performing financial processing 
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using computer software is common knowledge in the ait Appellants* invention, on the other 
hand, describes selecting accounts and events from a database through a selector fimction, 
wherein the selector fbnction u$e$ one or more selection criteria to determine which accounts and 
events should be selected and the selector function selects the accounts accordmg to one or more 
specified attributes of the selected events, and then perfomung one or more profitability 
calculatioiis in the computer using attributes of the accounts and events, wherein the profitability 
calculations use one or more rules applied to the attributes. Price and Official Notice, taken 
together, fail to teach or suggest such financial processing, all of the elements used therein, or the 
relationships between the various elements. 

Thus, Appellants' attorney submits that the independent claims are allowable over Price. 
Fuither„ the dependent claims arc submitted to be aUowable over Price in the same manner, 
because they are dependent on independent claims, and because they contain all the limitations 
of the independent claims. In addition, the dependent claims recite additional novel elements not 
shown by Price. 

2. Claim 2 

Claim 2 recites that the selection criteria includes dynamic event attributes. The Office 
Action rejects this claim only generally, i.e., on &e same basis as the independent claim, without 
citing any specific location within the reference as teaching these Umitations, Appellants' 
attorney disagrees with this analysis, and submits that nowhere does the reference teach or 
suggest the limitations of this claim. 

3, Claim 3 

Claim 3 recites that the selection criteria includes one or more attributes for the selected 
events are defined for each of the accounts. The Office Action rejects this claim only generally, 
i.e., on file same basis as the independent claim, without citing any specific location within the 
reference as teaching diese limitations. Appellants* attorney disagrees with tiiis analysis, and 
submits that nowhere does the reference teach or suggest the limitations of this claim. 
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4. Claim . 4 

Claim 4 recites that a definition for the attributes varies both in a number of attributes and 
an identity of the attributes. The Office Action rejects this claim only generally, Le., on the same 
basis as the indq)endent claim, wiftout citing any specific location within the reference as 
teaching these limitations. Appellants* attomey disagrees with this analysis, and submits that 
nowhere does the reference teach or suggest the limitations of this claim. 

5. Claim 5 

Claim 5 recites that the selector fimction performs event thresholding when selecting the 
accounts. The Office Action rejects this claim only generally, i.e., on the same basis as the 
independent claim, without citing any specific location within the reference as teaching these 
limitations. Appellants' attomey disagrees with this analysis, and submits that nowhere does the 
reference teach or suggest the limitations of this claim. 

6. Claim 6 

Claim 6 recites that the selector fimction only selects accounts that have a specified 
number of a specified combinations of event attributes. The Office Action rejects this claim only 
generally, i.e., on the same basis as the independent claim, without citing any specific location 
within the reference as teaching these liniitations* Appellants* attomey disagrees with this 
analysis, and submits that nowhere does the reference teach or suggest the limitations of diis 
claim. 

7 TTaim 7 

Claim 7 recites that the selector fimction selects the accounts that meet any of the 
selection criteria, wherein the amount of the events is summed to deteraiine whether they satisfy 
the event thresholding. The Office Action rejects this claim only generally, i.e., on the same 
basis as the independent claim, without citing any specific location within the reference as 
teaching these limitations. Appellants' attorney disagrees with this analysis, and submits that 
nowhere does the reference teach or suggest the limitations of this claim. 
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Vm. CONCLUSION 

In light of the above arguments. Appellants' attorney respectfully submits that the cited 
references do not anticipate nor render obvious the claimed invention. More specifically. 
Appellants' claims recite novel physical feanjres which palentably distinguish over any and all 
references under 3S'U.S*C. §§ 102 and 103. 

As a result^ a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reversing the 
Exammer and directing allowance of the pending claims in the subject application is respectfully 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES St COOPER LLP 
Attorneys for Appellant 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 9004S 
(310)641. 



Date: August 8, 200S 

Reg^No*: 33,500 
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APPENDIX 

1. (ORIGINAL) A method of performing financial processing in a computer, comprising: 

(a) selecting accounts and events from a database thixjugh a selector function, wherein the 
selector function uses one or more selection criteria to determine which accounts and events 
should be selected and the selector function selects the accounts according to one or more 
specified attributes of the selected events; and 

(b) perfbnning one or more profitability calculations in the computer using attributes of 
the accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations use one or more rules applied to 
the attributes. 

2- (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 1, wherein the selection criteria includes dynamic 
event attributes. 

3. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 1, wherein the selection criteria includes one or 
more attributes for the selected events are defined for each of the accounts. 

4. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 3, wherein a definition for the attributes varies both 
in a number of attributes and an identity of the attributes. 

5. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 1, wherein the selector fimction perfbnns event 
thresholding when selecting the accounts. 

6. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 5, wherein the selector function only selects 
accounts that have a specified number of a specified combinations of event attributes. 

7. (ORIGINAL) The method of claim 6, wherein the selector function selects the 
accounts that meet any of the selection criteria, wherein the amount of the events is summed to 
determine whether they satisfy the event thresholding. 
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8. (WITHDRAWN) A system for financial processing, comprising: 
a computer; 

logic, perfonned by the computer, for: 

(a) selecting accounts and events from a database through a selector function, 
wherein the selector function uses one or more selection criteria to determine which 
accounts and events should be selected and the selector function selects the accounts 
according to one or more specified attributes of the selected events; and 

(b) performing one or more profitability calculations in the computer using 
attributes of the accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations u$e one or 
more rules applied to the attributes. 

9. (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 8, wherein the selection criteria includes 
dynamic event attributes. 

10. (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 8, wherein the selection criteria includes one 
or more attributes for the selected events are defined for each of the accounis. 

1 1 . (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 10, wherein a definition for the attributes 
varies both in a number of attributes and an identity of the attributes. 

12. (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 8, wherein the selector function perforais 
event thresholding wh^ selecting the accounts. 

13. (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 12, wherein the selector function only selects 
accounts that have a specified number of a specified combinations of event attributes. 

14. (WITHDRAWN) The system of claim 13, wherein the selector function selects the 
accounts that meet any of the selection criteria, wherein the amount of the events is summed to 
detemiine whether they satisfy the event thresholding. 
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15. (WITHDRAWN) An article of manufacture embodying logic for performing 
financial processing in a conitputer, comprising: 

(a) selecting accounts and events from a database through a selector function, wherein the 
selector function uses one or more selection criteria to determine which accounts and events 
should be selected and the selector function selects the accounts according to one or more 
specified attributes of the selected events; and 

(b) perfonning one or more profitability calculations in the computer using attributes of 
the accounts and events, wherein the profitability calculations use one or more rules applied to 
the attributes, 

16. (WITHDRAWN) The article of manufacture of claim 15, wherein the selection 
criteria includes dynamic event attributes. 

17. (WITHDRAWN) The article of manufacnnre of claim 15. wherein the selection 
criteria includes one or more attributes for ttie selected events ai« defined ibr each of die 
accounts. 

18. (WITHDRAWN) The article of manufacture of claim 17, wherein a definition.fbr the 
attributes varies both in a number of attributes and an identity of the attributes. 

19. (WITHDRAWN) The article of manufacture of claim 15, wherein the selector 
function performs event thresholding when selecting the accounts. 

20. (WITHDRAWN) The article of manufacture of claim 19, wherein the selector 
function only selects accoimts that have a specified number of a specified combinations of event 
attributes. 

21. CWTTHDRAWN) The article of manufacture of claim 20, wherein the selector 
function selects the accounts that meet any of the selection criteria, wherein the amount of the 
events is summed to determine whether they satisfy the event thresholding. 
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